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REMARKS 

Applicant appreciates the detailed examination evidenced by the final Office Action 
mailed October 16, 2008 (hereinafter "Final Action"). The present amendment accompanies 
a Request for Continued Examination. Applicant requests entry of and consideration this 
amendment prior to further examination on the merits. Reasons supporting patentability of 
the claims as amended are discussed below. 



The Specification 

Applicant has amended portions of the specification as suggested on page 2 of the 
Final Action. 



The §112 rejections 

Claims 1, 8 and 13 have been amended to remove the recitation of "two different 
types of relational databases" objected to on page 3 of the Final Action, thus overcoming 
these rejections. 

Claims 1, 2, 5-9 and 11-17 are patentable 

Applicant has amended independent Claims 1, 8 and 13 to further clarify the nature of 
the claimed subject matter. For example, Claim 1 now recites: 

A method of monitoring service order processing in a service order process, 
the method comprising the following acts performed in a computer: 

generating respective series of successive time samples of service order 
information for respective service orders of a population of service orders, the service 
order information including respective status identifiers that indicate a relationship of 
respective service orders to a stage of the service order process, wherein generating 
respective series of successive time samples of service order information for 
respective service orders of a population of service orders comprises: 

periodically extracting service order information from a first 

database to generate respective service order information time samples for 

respective times for the population of service orders; and 

storing the service order information time samples in a second 

database; 

identifying transitions in the status identifiers by comparing service order 
status identifiers of the service order information time samples stored in the second 
database', 

storing records of the identified transitions and corresponding times of the 
identified transitions in the second database; 
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analyzing the stored records of the identified transitions to determine 
completion intervals for the stages; and 

computing an aggregate measure of progression of the population of status 
orders through the service order process from the determined completion intervals. 

Independent Claims 8 and 13 have been similarly amended. Support for such recitations is 
provided, for example, by paragraphs [0021] - [0023] of the specification, which describe 
periodically extracting service order data to generate time samples, for example, extracting 
information from an Informix® service order database at predetermined intervals to generate 
the time samples. Status identifiers in the time samples are compared and, if a transition in 
the status identifiers is detected, a record of the transition is stored with a timestamp. 

The combination of Gabbita, SGI and Lickiss, cited in rejecting Claims 1, 8 and 13 
(see Final Action, pp. 5, 14 and 18), does not disclose or suggest the recitations of amended 
independent Claims 1, 8 and 13. In particular, the Final Action notes that Gabbita does not 
teach "generating respective series of successive time samples of service order information." 
Final Action, p. 8. Therefore, Applicant submits that Gabbita also does not disclose 
"periodically extracting service order information from a first database to generate respective 
service order information time samples for respective times for the population of service 
orders", "storing the service order information time samples in a second database" and 
"identifying transitions in the status identifiers by comparing service order status identifiers 
of the service order information time samples stored in the second database" as recited in 
amended independent Claim 1 , or corresponding recitations of amended independent Claims 
8 and 13. More particularly, the Final Action alleges that Gabbita teaches "identifying 
transitions in the status identifiers by comparing service order status identifiers in the 
extracted service order information stored in the second database." Final Action, p. 6. 
However, the amendments to the claims further clarify that Gabbita cannot disclose 
"identifying transitions in the status identifiers by comparing service order status identifiers 
of the service order information time samples stored in the second database" because Gabbita, 
as the Final Action notes, does not teach generating time samples. 

Applicant submits that the other references also lack the teachings absent from 
Gabbita. SGI clearly lacks such teachings. The Final Action alleges that Lickiss teaches 
"generating respective series of successive time samples of service order information for 
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respective service orders of a population of service order," citing column 4, lines 21-26 and 

column 7, lines 12-16. Final Action, p. 8. These passages are quoted in full below: 

Advantageously, throughout the process, the CD Server updates status of each order 
in the Order Tracking Database. Using the Client, a customer can view the status of 
their orders in real-time. Additionally, a variety of reports can be generated to provide 
more accurate and timely status information than prior art systems. 

. . . Throughout the process, the CD Server 130 updates order status in the Order 
Tracking Database 175, and provides reports such as front-end rejects, outbound 
installs, outbound disconnects, batch status, aged LEC rejects, pending LEC action, 
batch summary, and LEC disconnects to the customers via the GUI 110. The CD 
Server 130 also supports ad-hoc queries against the Order Tracking Database. 

There is nothing in these passages that discloses or suggest periodically sampling service 
order information in a first database to generate service order information time samples, 
storing the time samples in a second database and identifying transitions by comparing status 
identifiers of the time samples, as recited in the amended independent claims. In particular, 
these passages include no discussion of periodic sampling and no explanation as to how and 
when status transitions are identified, e.g., no explanation as to how and when the CD Server 
"updates order status" other than "throughout the process." Therefore, Lickiss does not 
supply the teachings missing from Gabbita and SGI. 

Accordingly, the cited combination of references does not disclose or suggest the 
recitations of amended independent Claims 1, 8 and 14 and, for at least these reasons, 
Applicant submits that amended independent Claims 1, 8 and 14 are patentable. Applicant 
further submits that dependent Claims 2, 3, 5-7, 9, 1 1, 12 and 15-17 are patentable at least by 
virtue of the patentability of the respective ones of independent Claims 1, 8 and 14 from 
which they depend. 

Conclusion 

As all of the claims are now in condition for allowance for at least the reasons 
discussed above, Applicant respectfully requests allowance of the claims and passing of the 
application to issue in due course. Applicant encourages the Examiner to contact Applicant's 
undersigned representative at (919) 854-1400 to resolve any remaining formal issues. 
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